UNPUBLI SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CIRCUI T

No. 02-1371

VERONI CA MOCDY  JOHNSOQN; CHRI STOPHER LEE
JOHNSQN,

Plaintiffs - Appellants,

ver sus

CITY OF CHESAPEAKE, VIRGA NIA, A Mnici pal
Corporation, Itself; CITY COUNCIL OF THE CI TY
OF CHESAPEAKE, VIRGANA in its official
capacity; WLLIAM E. WARD, DALTON S. EDGCE;
JOHN A. COSGROVE; JOHN M DE TRI QUET; ALAN P.
KRASNOFF; DW GHT M PARKER; W LLI AM H. Pl ERCE;
GENE A WATERS, DEBBIE RITTER, In their
i ndi vidual and official capacities as nmenbers
of the City Council of the Cty of Chesapeake,
Virginia, PLANNING COWM SSION OF THE CITY OF
CHESAPEAKE, VI RA NI A, I n its of ficial
capacity; RODNEY L. FOSTER, In his individual
and official capacity as a nenber of the
Pl anni ng Conmi ssion of the City of Chesapeake;
CLI FTON D. CABARRAS, In his official capacity
as a nenber of the Planning Comm ssion of the
City of Chesapeake, Virginia, EDWARD L. HALL,
In his official capacity as a nenber of the
Pl anni ng Conmi ssion of the City of Chesapeake,
Virginia; FRANKIE W CARRCLL; BRYAN L.
CCOLLINS; SANNY S. DAVENPORT; LARRY W RADFORD;
GLADYS A WLFORE;, THOVAS T. WNBORNE, In
their individual and official capacities as
menbers of the Planni ng Comm ssion of the Gty
of Chesapeake, Virginia,

Def endants - Appel | ees.



Appeal from the United States District Court for the Eastern
District of Virginia, at NorfolKk. Jerone B. Friedman, District
Judge. (CA-99-736-2)

Submitted: Cctober 23, 2002 Deci ded: November 7, 2002

Before WLKINS, MOTZ, and TRAXLER, Circuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opi nion.

Ver oni ca Mbody Johnson, Chri stopher Lee Johnson, Appellants Pro Se.
Thomas Jeffrey Salb, Darlene Paige Bradberry, BREEDEN, SALB,
BEASLEY & DUVALL, Norfolk, Virginia, for Appellees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Ver oni ca Mbody Johnson and Chri st opher Lee Johnson appeal the
district court’s orders: (1) granting the Defendants’ notion to
dismss in part; and (2) granting the Defendants’ notion for
summary judgnment and dismssing their civil action. W have
reviewed the record and find no reversible error. Accordingly, we

affirmon the reasoning of the district court. See Johnsonv. Cty

of Chesapeake, No. CA-99-736-2 (E.D. Va. Aug. 10, 2001 & March 11

2002). We dispense with oral argunment because the facts and | egal
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.
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